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REMARKS 

This is in response to the Office Action dated 
October 31, 2007. Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 16-32 are pending and all are rejected. Claims 
16, 20 and 25-27 are rejected under 35 USC 112, second 
paragraph, as indefinite, the Examiner contending that these 
claims recite the term "wound profile" which the Examiner 
perceives as ambiguous. Claims 16-32 are rejected as 
anticipated by European Patent Application EP 0 83 6 9 62 to 
Gallas . 

Traversal of the Rejections 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections as to 
indef initeness and anticipation. The applicants' position is 
explained in the arguments presented below. 

Rejections as to Indef initeness 

Claim 16 is rejected as indefinite for the use of the 
term "wound profile" according to the Examiner. Applicants 
note, however, that Claim 16 does not recite this phrase. 
Claim 16, therefore, should not be rejected as indefinite. 
Applicants request that the Examiner withdraw this rejection 
of Claim 16. 

Claims 20, 25 and 27 do recite "wound profile". Use of 
this phrase is supported in the substitute specification on 
page 5, lines 34 and 35 and page 6, line 1. The term 
"profile" used here refers to the seal itself. The term 
"wound" is the past tense of the term "wind" and refers to the 
fact that the sealing profile can exist in a coiled or spooled 
form, for example, wound or coiled around a tube or spool. To 
apply the profile to a gap between a motor vehicle door and 
its respective opening, the profile is uncoiled from the tube 
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or spool around which is was wound. The term "wound" as 
recited in the claims is derived from a translation of the 
original German language claims which used the term 
"aufgewickelt " , past tense of "aufwickeln" which, according to 
the German-English Technical and Engineering- Dictionary 
(DeVries and Herrmann, McGraw-Hill, New Second Edition, 1966), 
means "to spool, coil, wind (up, onto)". Applicants contend 
that the phrase "wound profile" refers to the way the product 
may be supplied to consumers, and should not present any 
ambiguity or uncertainty as the profile is inherently flexible 
and therefore readily susceptible to winding on a spool or 
tube for convenience of handling. 

Traversal of Rejections as to Anticipation 

Claim 16 recites, in relevant part, a sealing profile 
comprising "a first tubular member surrounding a hollow space; 
and a second tubular member surrounding said first tubular 
member ... said second tubular member having a hardness less 
than said first tubular member". 

Gallas does not disclose a sealing profile as recited in 
Claim 16. In fact, Gallas discloses a sealing profile having 
an opposite configuration. Whereas Claim 16 recites the 
second or outer layer being a softer material than the first 
or inner layer, Gallas teaches a soft inner layer "formed from 
a low density, cellular thermoplastic material. The cellular 
material is generally in a spongy form in which the majority 
of the cells are open". (Gallas, column 2, lines 27-30.) The 
outer layer of Gallas "is formed from a cellular thermoplastic 
material with a higher density than the material forming the 
inner portion 24. The higher density material generally 
comprises material with a cellular structure in which the 
majority of the cells are closed". (Gallas, column 2. lines 
34-38. ) 
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The difference between the sealing profiles is further 
emphasized in the particular choice of materials. Whereas 
applicants provide, as an example, the use of silicone for the 
inner layer and softer sponge rubber such as EPDM for the 
outer layer (see page 7, lines 9, 10, 23-25, and page 5, line 
25), Gallas, at column 2, lines 29-38, teaches making the 
inner layer of spongy, open celled materials including EPDM 
and the outer layer of higher density, closed cell material. 
Applicants acknowledge that the particular material examples 
are not recited in Claim 16. Applicants mention them in 
argument only to explain the significant difference between 
Claim 16' s recitation of "said second tubular member having a 
hardness less than said first tubular member" and the 
teachings of Gallas, in which the softer material layer is the 
inner layer, and not the outer layer as recited in Claim 16. 

Claim 17 depends on Claim 16 and should be allowable for 
the same reasons that Claim 16 is allowable over the cited 
reference . 

Claims 18 and 22 depend, either directly or indirectly, 
on Claim 16 and should be allowable for the same reasons that 
Claim 16 is allowable. Furthermore, both Claim 18 and Claim 
22 recite "a fiber coating that is applied to an outer surface 
of said second tubular member" . The Examiner contends that 
the gripping portion, being made of a resilient plastic or 
rubber material anticipates this recitation of Claims 18 and 
22. The Examiner further contends that "[p]lastics and rubber 
materials are considered non-woven fiber materials". 

In further traversing the rejection, applicants point out 
that Claims 18 and 22 recite that the fiber coating is applied 
to an outer portion of the second tubular member. As clearly 
shown in Figure 1 of Gallas, the gripping portion 10 described 
by the Examiner is a separate part from the outer tubular 
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member 26, and any coating on the gripping member is not a 
coating on the outer tubular member as recited in the claims. 
Gallas does not disclose any coating on the outer surface of 
the second tubular member as recited in the claims. 
Additionally, the Examiner's assertion that "plastics and 
rubber materials are considered non-woven fiber materials" 
strains all credulity. Applicants request that the Examiner 
justify this assertion with a definition from a learned 
treatise or other reference source, as the statement appears 
indefensible by any reasonable definition of what is commonly 
understood as a "fiber coating" as recited in Claims 18 and 
22. Applicants acknowledge that rubber and plastic are 
polymer materials, meaning that they are formed of long chains 
of molecules, but these polymer chains themselves cannot 
reasonably be considered "fibers" as this word is commonly 
used. 

Claims 19, 20 and 21 depend on Claim 16 and should be 
allowable for the same reasons that Claim 16 is allowable. 

Claims 23 and 24 depend indirectly on Claim 16 and should 
be allowable for the same reasons that Claim 16 is allowable. 

Claims 25-3 0 depend indirectly on Claim 16 and should be 
allowable for the same reasons that Claim 16 is allowable. 

Claim 31 has been amended to recite the subject matter of 
Claim 16 and 18 and should, therefore, be allowable according 
to the arguments presented above for those claims. Claim 32 
depends upon Claim 31 and should be allowable for the same 
reasons that Claim 31 is allowable. 
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Summary 

Applicants have shown, in the arguments presented above, 
that the cited reference fails to meet the criterion for 
anticipation because the reference fails to teach every claim 
element for any of the applicants' claims. Applicants contend 
respectfully that the claims are allowable over the cited 
reference and request that the rejections be withdrawn and the 
application passed to issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 
SYNNESTVEDT & LECHNER LLP 
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